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Creativity is a term that has had varied de£initions 
over the past century. In 1950, J.P. Guil£ord indicated 
that less than 2 percent o£ the literature in psychology 
was devoted to creativity. He described the subject o£ 
creativity aa an area in which many have £eared to tread. 
De£initions o£ creativity have o£ten been misleading: they 
may either be too complex or too elusive. Operational 
de£initions o£ creativity have o£ten been too narrow. 
Why is a de£inition so important? A de£inition is 
"the act o£ stating a precise meaning o£ signi£icance" 
<Morrie, 1973}. In order £or an individual to even become 
aware o£ that which is labeled creativity, the term 
creativity must have meaning. Granted there are many 
things we cannot de£ine, but i£ something has no agreed 
upon meaning then we cannot talk about it. There£ore by 
attempting to construct a de£inition, we may become more 
aware o£ the meaning o£ that which we label as creativity. 
A de£inition secured £rom creative individuals could 
be incorporated into the educational system to assist in 
the growth o£ creativity in individuals. Creative indivi-
duals produce creative ideas. With increasing global 
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interdependence, increased rates o£ technological change, 
and exhausted natural resources the need £or creative 
ideas ia obvious. 
2 
Traditionally there have been £our di££erent percep-
tions or viewpoints o£ creativity <Klein, 1982>: 
<a> creativity aa product, (b) creativity aa environmental 
condition, (c) creativity aa personality, (d) creativity aa 
proceaa. When one uaea a product de£inition o£ creativity 
one ia concerned with problem solutions, such aa expression 
o£ £eeling in works o£ art, inventions or new deaigna. A 
de£inition using the environmental perspective ia concerned 
with the external £actors which enhance creativity. An en-
vironment which ia aa£e, psychologically secure, open 
<intellectually>, supportive, non-competitive, £illed with 
stimulating material and which rewards creative production 
can be described aa a creative environment. Parnes <1967> 
believes that environmental conditione can encourage and 
enhance creative abilities. 
Looking at creativity £rom the perspective o£ person-
ality waa proposed aa early aa 1870 by Galton in H~~~~!t~~X 
For example, he wrote that mental capacities 
are inherited and £allow certain laws o£ transmission which 
can be determined by observation. Creative personality 
characteristics include curiosity, external sensation 
seeking, independence, non-con£ormity, etc. <See Bull and 
Fishkin, 1985 £or a more extensive list). The view o£ 
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creativity as a process was described by Stein <1968) as a 
process o£ £ormulating and testing hypotheses and communi-
eating the results. Another example was provided by 
Taylor <1975> who believed the creative process was the 
capacity to trans£orm or £ind new and unexpected relations 
between bits o£ in£ormation. Each o£ the £our perceptions 
will be dealt with more £ully in the literature review. 
Because o£ the percentage o£ the population which has 
come in contact with OM (£ormerly Olympics o£ the Mind, 
hence£orth to be known as Odyssey o£ the Mind> considerable 
space will be devoted to the description o£ this organize-
tion. OM, £ounded by Dr. Samuel Micklus and Dr. Theodore 
Gourley in 1978, is a creative problem solving competition 
which uses process models. An example o£ a creative 
problem solving model is presented in Q~=QH gg~gh~~ 
I~~!n!ng M§llY~! <Bull and Fishkin, 1985>. The process is 
described in eight stages: 
1. Problem awareness - brainstorming o£ ell possible 
related problems 
2. Problem de£inition - restatement o£ the problem 
3. Preparation - idea £inding, brainstorming o£ 
possible solutions 
4. Frustration - setis£actory solution has not been 
£ound 
5. Insight - solution £inding, regrouping, brain-
storming 
6. Testing o£ solutions by criteria or experimenta-
tion 
7. Elaboration, rede£inition 
8. Acceptance o£ £inal solution 
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OM is a program primarily to help meet the needs of 
highly creative individuals. Creative students have been 
identified by the United States Office of Education as one 
segment of the gifted population. 
OM was modeled after athletics because it was felt 
that varsity sports programs were the beat gifted programs 
available <Micklus, 1984>. OM is a competition in which 
creative problem solving teams are presented with difficult 
and unclear problems which are used as the themes to be 
plugged into the problem solving models. The problems 
require students in three divisions to create an actual 
product or solution which they present as their entry in 
the competitions. These three divisions in the OM competi-
tion are Division I, which consists of grades K-5; Divison 
II which consists of Grades 6-8; and Division III which 
consists of grades 9-12. Within each division are teams 
made up o£ five to seven members who have joined together 
to compete against other teams. There are three parts to 
the competition, each scored separately. Points are 
awarded for long term problems <200 points>, spontaneous 
problems (100 points>, and style <50 points>, these terms 
are described below. The team with the highest total score 
wins the division, with 350 points being a perfect score. 
The long term problems change every year and cover a 
wide range of interests and subject areas. These "long 
term problems'' CMicklus and Micklus, 1986), have specific 
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design speci£ications and monetary limitations. Members o£ 
the OM Association receive these problems well in advance 
o£ each competition. Each team presents a product or 
solution at a competition which is judged and awarded a 
score with the maximum being two hundred points. 
A couple o£ examples o£ long term problems are as 
£allows: (1) ~1!9 ~1Q~~ <Bull and Fishkin, 1985): 
Your team is to create musical instruments and play £rom a 
speci£ic selection o£ tunes. Your team will be your 
"band." (No previous musical ability is necessary.} The 
tune/tunes must be played £or a minimum o£ one minute and 
a maximum o£ two minutes, (2} Min~~:~ tl~!Q~~ <Bull and 
Fishkin, 1985}: Your team is a group o£ mining engi-
neers. You are to design a Miner's Helper which, when 
used, will allow you to explore abandoned gold, silver, and 
other mines £or valuable minerals without endangering 
humans. The Spirit o£ the Problem is to create, design, 
construct, and operate a Miner's Helper which will travel 
along a path to an area where it will gather materials. 
The limitations, competition description, site and set 
up procedures, and any other rules or regulations which 
must be £allowed are also listed £or each problem. 
Teams also compete in spontaneous problem solving. 
Each member o£ a team <up to a maximum number o£ 5) is 
required to participate or respond to verbal or hands-on 
problems. These problems challenge the students' 
abilities to think on their feet (Micklus and Micklus, 
1986). Spontaneous problems require team work as well as 
fluency and flexibility of thinking in order to evoke 
creative responses. The more creative the response, the 
more points it will receive. The maximum number of points 
that can be awarded is one hundred points. 
Examples of spontaneous problems are as follows: 




<2> Name as many things as you can that are like ------ and 




Style is the third area in which teams compete. Style 
is defined as "that which is added to the solution of the 
problem or the solution, but is not required to solve the 
problem" <Micklus and Micklus, 1986>. Style points are 
awarded for completing specific steps as well as, in some 
cases, for the aesthetics of the presentation of the long 
term problem. A panel of two or three judges determine the 
number of points to be awarded for this segment of the 
competition with the maximum number of points being fifty. 
As mentioned earlier, the scores for the long term 
and spontaneous, and style are combined for a total score 
which is then used to determine the winning team £or each 
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problem in each division. OM consists o£ at least two 
levels o£ competition, State and World. Regional competi-
tiona are held in some states and at times local competi-
tiona are also required. The winners o£ these competitions 
move on to the State level competition. The winners o£ 
each State level o£ competition are advanced to the World 
level competition which consists o£ teams £rom each state 
ae well ~e teams £rom several £oreign countries. 
Involvement with OM gives students hands-on training 
in creative problem solving. Teams must design and produce 
their own problem solutions <Micklue and Micklue, 1986). 
OM encourages creative thinking by providing opportunities 
to solve problema using imaginative, creative processes. 
Through the use o£ the creative process o£ creative 
problem solving, creative skills are developed <Micklus, 
1986). OM views creativity as a skill that can be taught. 
Creativity, like physical strength, ie a chacterietic o£ 
all human beings and can be developed. Like physical 
strength, some possess more o£ this ability than others and 
there£ore will pro£it more £rom exercises to develop the 
ability <Gourley and Micklus, 1984). 
OM is a competition. There are winners and non-
winners, traditionally called "losers", in the competition. 
Students who do not make a team or who do not win a compe-
tition do get practice in creative problem solving. Is 
their view o£ creativity a££ected? Gourley and Micklus 
<1978), £oundera o£ OM, believe the mind can be trained 
through practice and exercise to reach ita £ulleat paten-
tiel. "Trained",. "practice" and "exercise" are behavior-
iatic terms. For the behaviorist, creativity need not be 
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studied or explained because there ia no creativity in the 
sense o£ acme apeci£ic process involved in producing 
something truly new <Weisburg,. 1986). Either the product 
is really something old or a new product is produced by 
accident. There£ore how can behaviorial procedures be used 
to enhance creativity? 
Does repetition or pressure to win enhance creativity? 
True, the more competitors there are, the £ewer people will 
win. What about the increase in "losers" who are the by-
products o£ a competition. Is their de£inition o£ 
creativity a££ected or e££ected by the OM experience? 
Torrance <1965> said it cannot be denied that competi-
tion ia one means by which challenge occurs, and challenge, 
i£ not overwhelming, ia apparently conducive to creative 
achievement. However, what are the cumulative a££ects o£ 
competition o£ creative behavior? Will non-winners view 
their lack o£ aucceaa as the inability to meet the 
challenge or aa the inability to be creative? 
Mead <1954> observed that Americana had a narrow 
competitive range; like against like; aucceas must result 
£rom e££ort, abstinence and au££ering. The very term used 
to label children o£ high intellectual ability, "the 
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gi£ted", indicates that their success has been given, not 
earned. American society tends to grade or rate attributes 
rather than allow uniqueness and incomparability. Competi-
tiona set rules and regulations to which participants must 
abide and con£orm. Victories are earned by meeting the 
standards set by the competiton. Creative individuals who 
have learned independence o£ thought and deed, become 
intrinsically motivated and set their own standards 
<Clark, 1983>. There£ore it seems paradoxical to place 
competition and creativity together, especially in 
American society. 
In American society, males are taught to compete and 
winning leads to glory and leadership <Parsons and Bales, 
1955). In the £emale societal structure one gains by 
losing and loses by winning. Gi£ted women have £ound it 
necessary to hide their abilities in order to be at one 
with others <Bakan, 1966}. Con£ormity is prized and 
heavily rein£orced in £emales by parents, peers and 
teachers. The very nature o£ creativity is uniqueness. 
Might these societal pressure.s to con£orm or play speci£ic 
roles have an e££ect on one's de£inition o£ creativity? 
Female peers add to this pressure to con£orm by 
rejecting a girl who appears too smart or too success£ul 
{Shmukler, 1985}. There is an unwritten code against 
£emales excelling; i£ someone breaks the code, she is 
ostricised. Torrance <1979) suggested that creative women 
£ind outlets £or their creative energies in the home and 
community~ in ways which are important but do not lead to 
wider recognition. Societal perceptions o£ the male and 
£emale roles may indeed play an important role in deter-
mining an individual 1 s de£inition o£ creativity. 
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OM is a program developed primarily to meet the needs 
o£ creative individuals~ males and £emales whose creative 
talents may be strengthened by participation in creative 
activities <Davis, 1983). Creatively gi£ted children are 
likely to venture into unknown territory, such as making 
suggestions £or £allowing unconventional paths o£ learning 
<Shmukler, 1985). I£ conventional paths must be £allowed~ 
then constraints are placed on the creatively gi£ted 
children wishing to express the unconventional. Instead 
o£ encouragement, their innovative ideas have traditionally 
received discouragement in conventional education and 
£amilies <Moustakas, 1969). 
According to Shmukler (1985) children sometimes are 
more in£luenced by their parents 1 estimates about their 
abilities than their own achievements. A possible result 
o£ these expectations is £ear o£ exploration. The crea-
tively gi£ted need genuine emotional support in their 
adventures. Parents and teachers can provide this support 
£or exploration by showing enthusiasm, £lexibility, and 
positive £eedback <Clark, 1983). This support o£ creative 
endeavours or lack o£ it could have an e££ect on an 
individual's de£inition o£ creativity. 
Creativity is a term which has no universally agreed. 
upon de£inition. There are an in£inite number o£ £actor~ 
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that could have an e££ect or a££ect on an individual's 
perception o£ creativity because o£ the uniqueness o£ each 
individual and the uniqueness o£ each individuals' 
experiences. OM is an attempt to uni£y some o£ these 
experiences through the establishment o£ problems, the 
setting o£ guidelines, the encouragement o£ exploration and 
the placement o£ the creative problem solving in a competi-
tive arena. Adding this structure to creativity may e££ect 
a participant's perception o£ creativity. The gender o£ 
or the up-bringing o£ those individuals involved with OM 
may also have a signi£icant e££ect on their respective 
de£initions o£ creativity. 
Statement o£ Problem 
0£ concern here is the question: Does participa-
tion in OM has an e££ect on the de£inition o£ creativity 
held by those who participate and those who are involved 
with the participants? The comparisons to be made concern 
students identi£ied as gi£ted and talented by their respec-
tive school districts, their parents, and their teachers 
involved with OM versus students identi£ied as gi£ted and 
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talented by their respective school districts, their 
parents and their teachers who have not been involved with 
OM. Do those individuals associated with OM have the same 
de£inition o£ creativity (as product, process, personality 
or environment> as those not associated with OM? 
Another comparison to be made concerns the de£inition 
o£ creativity by males and £emales associated with OM 
versus males and £emales not associated with OM. Does sex 
e££ect an individual's de£inition o£ creativity? Do the 
societal roles played by males and £emales have an e££ect 
o£ their respective de£initions o£ creativity? 
A third comparison to be made concerns competition. 
Does success in competition a££ect an individual's de£ini-
tion o£ creativity? Competition has been conducive to 
creative achievement and these creative achievements have 
been determined as success£ul or not success£ul by some £orm 
o£ external £orce, possibly a judge. In re£erence to the 
belie£ that competition and creativity are not mutually 
bene£icial comes the de£inition o£ creativity as the 
ability to see a situation in many ways and continue to 
question until satis£action is reached. Success or aatis-
£action is determined by the individual not a panel o£ 
judges. The U.S. educational system has done an excellent 
job o£ building the spirit o£ competition. Now, equal 
emphasis should be placed on building the spirits o£ 
cooperation and communication. 
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Hypotheses 
From the problems above~ the £allowing hypotheses were 
developed: 
1. There is a signi£icant di££erence in the de£ini-
tions o£ creativity among identi£ied gi£ted and talented 
students~ their parents and their teachers who have been 
associated with OM and identi£ied gi£ted and talented 
students, their parents and their teachers who have not 
been associated with OM. 
2. There is a signi£icant di££erence in the de£ini-
tions o£ creativity among males and £emales who have been 
associated with OM and males and £emales who have not been 
associated with OM. 
3. There is a signi£icant di££erence in the role 
competition plays among the de£initions o£ creativity o£ 
identi£ied gi£ted and talented students, their parents and 
their teachers who have been associated with OM and identi-
£ied gi£ted and talented students, their parents and their 
teachers who have not been associated with OM. 
Limitations 
As with any research study, there are certain limita-
tions created when the parameters £or the study are 
established. In this case, these limitations were neces-
sary in order to conduct the study. 
14 
1. Students were members o£ previously determined 
groups o£ gi£ted and talented students whose selection was 
determined by each respective school district. They were 
not randomly assigned. Being GIT, according to the 
criteria in Appendix D, may select against certain kinds o£ 
creativity. 
2. Parents and teachers selected £or the study were 
determined by their association or relationship with the 
identi£ied gi£ted and talented students. They were not 
randomly assigned. 
3. Although the State o£ Oklahoma requires gi£ted and 
talented education based on multiple criteria <Senate Bill 
214 as amended by House Bill 1466~ BY!~§ ~gg B~gy!~~!Qg§), 
the criteria components vary £rom district to district. 
There£ore, these identi£ied gi£ted and talented students 
were placed according the criteria o£ the school district in 
which they reside. Examples o£ the criteria £or each 




Investigation o£ creativity is a wide open £ield £or 
inquiry. The varying, and at times contradictory perspec-
tives, have led to many de£initions o£ creativity. There 
are £our major perspectives in creativity research: 
creative products, creative environment, creative person-
ality and creative process <Klein, 1982). 
tive will be examined. 
Each perspec-
No research has been £ound that speci£ically secures 
the de£inition o£ creativity £rom gi£ted students, their 
parents and their teachers. There are many studies that 
have dealt with various aspects o£ creativity. For example, 
Torrance <1962> developed the IQ~~~~~~ I~§~§ Qf Q~~~~!Y~ 
Ib!~~!~g to measure creativity in terms o£ a test score. 
Another example is the measure o£ Creative Sel£-Concept 
developed by Wright , Fox and Nappe in 1975. Each study 
attempted to de£ine creativity. Taylor <1972) described 
the origins o£ creativity as perceived by various 
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individuals and investigators. These are reported in 
Appendix A. 
16 
This study is an attempt to define creativity from the 
perceptions of gifted students, their parents and their 
teachers. No literature was found dealing with the effect 
of competition on creativity, however due to the competi-
tive nature of OM the literature review will deal specifi-
cally with OM. Finally, gender may be a factor which con-
tributes to variance in individual definitions of creativity 
and will be dealt with in this literature review. Each per-
spective; creative product, creative environment, creative 
personality and creative environment, will be dealt with 
individually and will form the basis for the instrument 
developed to secure definitions of creativity from the 
population described in Chapter 3. 
The Creative Product 
A common definition of creativity focuses upon the 
product. These products are seen as a new or innovative 
combinations best illustrated by works of art <poems, 
paintings, stories, music, dance> scientific inventions or 
new designs <McCaslin, 1984). Ghiselin <1952} pointed out 
that a creative product is "intrinsically a configuration 
of the mind, a presentation of constellated meaning, which 
at the time of its appearance in the mind was new in the 
sense of being unique, without a specific precedent"' 
( p. 36) • 
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Henry Murray (1959> defined creativity as the 
occurence o£ a composition which is both new and valuable. 
Carl Rogers (1959> stated, "creativity is an emergence in 
action o£ a novel relational product, growing out o£ the 
uniqueness o£ the individual on one hand and the materials, 
events, people or circumstances o£ his li£e on another" 
<p. 71). 
The creative product must not only be original but 
must have some value, usefulness or social acceptance as 
well. However, there is a gray area o£ unaccepted, unrec-
ognized or bizarre works o£ art and inventions which simply 
occur be£ore their time, be£ore society and its critics 
recognize their value or usefulness <Davis, 1983). Stein 
<1975> suggested that .creativity resulted in a novel work 
accepted as tenable or use£ul or satisfying by a group at 
some point in time. A tangible event or relationship 
results £rom the creative process. 
Taylor (1972> described the creative product as being 
used in a broad sense which included the concrete product 
itsel£, the e££ects o£ the product on the problem, the 
e££ect o£ the product on the £ield, and its out-o£-the-
£ield or social e££ects. These products are evaluated by 
the following criteria: generation, reformulation, 
originality, relevancy, hedonics, complexity, and 
condensation. 
Guil£ord (1967) described the creative product as a 
concern with the way £igural, symbolic, semantic, or 
behavioral content is organized. He recommended that in 
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order to develop creativity, concentration must be placed 
on the development o£ divergent production, trans£ormation 
and evaluation. Torrance <1979) described creativity as 
£luency, £lexibility, originality, and sometimes 
elaboration. 
The characteristics o£ OM that help to shape the 
creative product are: problems are unde£ined to permit 
students to create their own problem statements, support 
o£ £ellow team members during the development o£ creative 
product, the development o£ trust, initiative, cooperation 
and communication skills in conjunction with the product to 
be entered in the competition. The more creative the 
product is, the better the team~s chance is £or winning. 
The Creative Environment 
A creative environment is one that encourages the use 
o£ creativity. Parnes <1967) believes that creative 
ability is enhanced through providing environmental condi-
tions that encourage its £unctioning. In 1972, Parnes 
described creativity as involving a transaction person who 
trans£orms generic problems into generating products, 
£acilitated by a stimulating environment. A transacting 
person being one whose growth has not only been extended to 
lS 
its personal limits but extended to shape the "potentiality" 
o£ the environment <Parnes, 1S72>. 
A practice common in training people £or creativity 
is to put them in an unstructured, permissive environment. 
School programs £or creativity generally allow students the 
£reedom to explore unusual approaches without £ear o£ 
criticism. Conventional school environments are not per-
missive and generally cannot approach creativity £rom the 
standpoint o£ an unstructured program. Maddi <1S72) is 
skeptical that the students who need these special environ-
ments would be able to manage creativity in a world. o£ 
varying and uncontrollable pressures and constraints. 
Without these special supportive environments students may 
succumb to the societal pressures o£ con£ormity or become 
"asocial". I. Taylor <1S75) believes creative people want 
to shape or design their environment rather than to be 
shaped by it. There are varying opinions on whether 
creativity is enhanced by providing a supportive, struc-
tured environment or an unstructured, permissive 
environment. 
OM provides structure that encourages unusual, £ar-out, 
o££-the-wall ideas and comments. OM encourages <1> the 
ability to make changes or rede£inition <Gourley and 
Micklus, 1S84), <2> competition, and <3> the opportunity to 
meet and associate with £elks having similar interests. 
Does participation in this type o£ environment a££ect an 
individual~s de£inition o£ creativity? 
The Creative Personality 
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Guil£ord (1967) eluded to a common observation that 
most creative persons come £rom higher socioeconomic 
levels, which could mean that either the heredity or the 
nurture that the home provides determines the creativity o£ 
the individual. 0£ interest here is the heredity aspect o£ 
creativity. 
Freud <1910) was one o£ the £irst to suggest a dynamic 
theory o£ the creative act. Creativity was seen as a sub-
stitute £or achieving satis£action and thus avoiding the 
hardships o£ reality. Freud regarded the creative impulse 
as being Id related. Id energy is sublimated and re-
directed into an outlet which has greater social desira-
bility, e.g., creativity, rather than in direct Id expres-
sion which usually sexual. 
The humanists view creative impulse as stemming £rom 
one's essential health. Rogers (1959> stated that 
creativity appears to be the same tendency as the creative 
£orce in psychotherapy - one's tendency to actualize 
himsel£/hersel£, to become his/her potentialities. Sel£-
actualization gives one the ability then to be creative. 
May (1983) describes creativity as the most basic mani£es-
tation o£ a man or woman £ul£illing his/her own being in 
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the world. Maslow (1962) stresses £irst personality rather 
than its achievement when describing sel£-actualized 
creativity. 
Galton <1870) de£ined creativity as a highly devel-
oped £arm o£ intuition which is rarely £ound. Spearman 
<1931> de£ined creativity as the power o£ the human mind to 
create new content. McCaslin (1984) writes that creativity 
re£ers to the cognitive and the a££ective li£e and is a 
result o£ conscious and unconscious e££ort. As can be 
seen~ there are probably as many theories on creative 
personalities as there are personalities. 
OM does point toward certain personalities as bene£i-
cia!. According to Bull and Fishkin <1985) each OM team 
should have an artist~ at least one engineer/mechanic~ and 
a comedian. Team members should be verbal and verbally 
£lexible, have a high energy level, be enthusiastic and 
have a positive view on li£e. Team members should be 
willing to take risks~ be open minded, be adventurous~ be 
hard workers and be able to cooperate as well as communi-
cate. It should be noted that some o£ these characteristics 
area thought to be trainable and others personality traits. 
The Creative Process 
Creative processes are required to reach creative 
solutions or products. In 1926~ Walles suggested £our 
stages in £arming a new thought: preparation, incubation, 
illumination, and veri£ication. Gowan (1975) described 
Wallas' paradigm as: 
product. 
input, relaxation, output, and 
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The creative process may be considered as a new way o£ 
seeing, a di££erent point o£ view, an original idea or a 
new relationship between ideas <McCaslin, 1984>. It is the 
way in which the problem is solved. Torrance (1962> 
de£ines creativity as a process which involves sensing gaps 
or disturbing missing elements; £arming hypotheses; communi-
cating results and possibly modi£ying and retesting the 
hypotheses. May (1983) de£ines creativity as the process 
o£ bringing something new into being. Davis <1983) 
describes the creative process as the process o£ combining 
previously unrelated ideas or perceiving a new relationship 
£rom previously unrelated ideas. Ghiselin <1952> de£ined 
creativity as an underlying process which is divergent yet 
£ruit£ul. Knapp (1978) viewed creativity as a continuous 
process which can disappear i£ analyzed too scrupulously. 
The process perspective has been studied by many 
researchers. For this study creativity is beleived to be 
the ability to see a situation in many ways and to continue 
to question until satis£action is reached. The emphasis o£ 
this de£inition is placed on the process o£ seeing the 
situation in many ways and the process o£ continuing to 
question. The satis£action that is reached is determined 
by the individual who is creating. 
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OM 
OM (£ormerly Olympics o£ the Mind, hence£orth to be 
known as Odyssey o£ the Mind> uses the process de£inition 
o£ creativity. Micklus, co-£ounder o£ OM, views creativity 
as a skill that is learned and can be success£ully devel-
oped through creative problem solving <Micklus, 1986>. OM 
de£ines creativity as some new, unusual product that 
someone "made up", with the emphasis placed on the process 
o£ making it up (Gourley and Micklua, 1984). 
Micklua <1986> believes that OM events £eature an 
innovative teaching technique, which is creative problem 
solving. Students need to learn to think rather than 
solely regurgitate content. Also, the predominant spirit 
in OM competition is £un and humor, making the problem 
solving process an enjoyable experience. 
The literature review yields three research studies 
involving OM. Harrington <1984) conducted a survey o£ how 
OM a££ected problem solving skills. Miller (1983) 
evaluated an elementary gi£ted program in which OM was a 
component. Fishkin (1987> researched the e££ectiveneas o£ 
team creative problem solving, OM is one, with gi£ted 
children in ita e££ecta on a££ective as well as creative 
behavior. This study will attempt to see i£ involvement 
with OM has an a££ect on an individual's or a group's 
de£initiona o£ creativity. 
Literature dealing with OM (£ormerly Olympics o£ the 
Mind, hence£orth to be known as Odyssey o£ the Mind> is 
related to aid in understanding the de£inition o£ 
creativity £rom the process perspective. The very nature 
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o£ this study is to see i£ OM has an e££ect on the de£ini-
tion o£ creativity o£ the participants. 
Gender 
Gallagher <1975> saw gi£ted girls as in dire danger o£ 
becoming the stereotype constructed £or them by the culture. 
I£ a girl has learned that girls do not argue with the 
views o£ others, to play it sa£e, be unimaginative, 
theoretically she would be less creative than a boy. Fox 
and Zimmerman <1985> £ound that girls seem to need su££i-
cient parental support to enable them to carry out 
"atypical" risk-taking behavior though parental attitudes 
appear to make little di££erence to boys' behavior in this 
respect. Torrance <1962> showed that, as early as third 
grade, girls were more reluctant to express creative 
thinking than were boys. He believed that girls had, by 
this time, been conditioned to be more passive and accept 
things as they are rather than to try to manipulate or 
change things. According to Walker <1983>, many men 
believe that women are less able to think than men. 
Winstein and Bobko <1980) £ound a positive correlation 
between androgyny and creativity, indicating that 
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£lexibility in sex-role perceptions is o£ bene£it to the 
development o£ the creative person. Flexibility is the key, 
not the con£ormity to masculine or £eminine characteristics. 
Does being male or being £emale a££ect an individual's 




This chapter discusses the subjects as well as the 
instrumentation and procedures utilized in this study. The 
research method and statistical design are also described. 
Subjects 
The sample group o£ 249 participants was selected £or 
this study £rom identi£ied gi£ted and talented £ourth and 
£i£th grade students, their parents and teachers in three 
suburban elementary schools in Tulsa County, Oklahoma. 
A summary o£ the descriptive data is presented in Table I. 
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TABLE I 
Participants o£ the Creativity Survey 
by Frequency and Percent 
Label 
*GT Student 
Teacher o£ GT 














Prior to this study, the students were identi£ied as gi£ted 
and talented, based on the criteria selected by the school 
district. Examples o£ the criteria used by each district 
are listed in Appendix D. Students that are placed in the 
gi£ted and talented programs are assumed to have been iden-
ti£ied as gi£ted and talented by their respective school 
districts. The school districts to be used were: Broken 
Arrow, Jenks, and Owasso in the 1986-1987 school year. 
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Characteristics o£ the Subjects 
The population used in this study consisted o£ 249 
identi£ied gi£ted and talented students~ their parents~ and 
their teachers. There were 171 (68.7~> - student partici-
pants~ while 10 <4~> o£ the participants were teachers and 
68 <27.3~> o£ the participants were parents. There were 
141 (56.6~) £emale and 108 <43.4~> were male participants. 
T~e number o£ participants associated with OM consisted o£ ,· 
25 <10~); 22 participants~ 2 judges~ and 1 resource person; 
whereas the other 224 <90~> participants were not 
associated with OM. A summary o£ the descriptive data is 
presented in Table II. 
TABLE II 
Characteristics o£ Subjects by Frequency and Percent 
Characteristics Frequency Percent 
Gender 
Female 141 56.6 
Male 108 43.4 
TOTAL 249 100.0 
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The data were collected by the use o£ the Creativity 
Survey developed to determine an individual's de£inition 
o£ creativity. This survey examined creativity £rom the 
£allowing perspectives: 
1. creativity as a process 
2. creativity as a skill 
a. teachable 
b. enhanced through competition 
3. creativity is environmentally controlled 
4. creativity is a personality trait 
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Pilot studies were conducted in order to determine the 
£ace validity , clarity and appropriateness o£ the items on 
the creativity survey. Firat, a pilot study was conducted 
to determine the clarity o£ each item o£ the Creativity 
Survey and the validity o£ the survey itsel£ in regards to 
securing de£initions o£ creativity. The items developed 
£or the creativity survey relied on the conceptual liter-
ature on creativity which can be £ound in Chapter 2. The 
population £or this study consisted o£ teachers, adminis-
trators, professors, graduate students and business men 
and women who would be considered experts in the field o£ 
creativity <n = 24>. 
A second pilot study was conducted to determine the 
appropriateness o£ the language o£ the creativity survey 
£or the respondents. The survey was administered to a 
group o£ fourth and £i£th grade students <n = 28) identi-
fied as gifted and talented at Washington Elementary School 
in Ponca City, Oklahoma. These students were chosen because 
o£ similarities that exist between this group and the tar-
get populations o£ the survey. After administration o£ the 
survey, students were asked to discuss the wording and 
clarity o£ the survey and for their suggestions on 
improving the survey. These suggestions were incorporated 
into the final design o£ the survey. 
The results of the pilot studies were used in· the 
development o£ the survey on defining creativity used in 
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this study. This survey was written £or three audiences. 
The three audiences surveyed were: students, parents, and 
teachers. The response set consisted o£ a 5-point Likert-
type continuum upon which each participant was asked to 
indicate his/her degree o£ agreement or disagreement with 
each statement. A summary o£ the response patterns o£ the 
Creativity Survey appear in Appendix B. 
An attempt was made to secure the a££ective 
perceptions o£ creativity o£ each participant as well. 
Each participant was given the opportunity to espouse 
his/her own de£inition o£ creativity to questions 
requiring short answers. The language used in the short 
answer questions was directed toward the perceptions o£ 
creativity which lie within each individual. Key words 
used in the questions were "£eel", "comes to mind" and 
£or the students, "hand out with" was included to help 
them better understand what the word "peers" meant. 
To determine that the Creativity Survey measured the 
£our de£initions o£ creativity empirically as well as 
intuitively, a £actor analysis was conducted. The 
sampling adequacy was determined using the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin measure o£ sampling adequacy o£ <.72514). The 
Bartlett Test o£ Spericity was <637.16242) with a 
signi£icance o£ ( .00000). Five Factors were extracted. 
The initial extraction was £allowed by an orthogonal 
(equamax) rotation. 
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~~!!g!~Y· In order to describe the perspectives o£ 
creativity o£ the population sampled, a £actor analysis was 
conducted on 249 protocols which completed the 14 Liker~-
type items o£ the 22 item survey. To show that the item 
sets were di££erent and each one made a unique contribution 
to the total variance, a £actor analysis was per£ormed. A 
principle components analysis with equamax rotation o£ 14 
items yielded a 5-Factor solution, accounting £or 60 per-
cent o£ the £actor variance <see Table III>. 
TABLE III 
Rotated Factor Matrix 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
-----------------------------------------------------------
1 .11274 .!.§Z§§~ .41979 -.13015 .13551 
2 .23718 .!.§Q~§1 -.06398 .21972 .14552 
3 -.03515 .=.!.§1~!! .03015 -.00509 .11600 
4 .13825 -.31262 .00155 .23004 .!.§§~~Q 
5 -.06113 .21245 .09775 -.11878 .!.Z§§~§ 
6 .43528 .34297 .01825 .!.11~1~ .06409 
7 .!.§1~§! .41096 .16006 .11841 .06013 
8 -.15782 .02794 .05021 .!.§§§§§ .05734 
9 .!.§!§~§ .08155 .13404 -.32033 .01230 
10 .!.§Q1§§ .18706 -.00863 .06178 .12199 
11 .!.§1§§1 .10355 .04610 .16758 .02805 
12 .16960 -.00117 .!.ZQQ~Z .04983 .30156 
13 -.11330 .05364 .!.§Q§§~ .04097 -.09708 
14 .40400 -.14459 .36011 .!.1~~~~ -.24872 
----------------------------------------------------------
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A modi£ied skree test was conducted which £urther 
supported the appropriateness o£ the 5 Factors based on the 
sequence o£ their eigenvalues (see Table IV>. 
TABLE IV 
Factor Patterns o£ Perception o£ Creativity 
Variable Communality Factor Eigenval Pet o£ Var Cum Pet 
Iteml .68513 1 3.35921 24.0 24.0 
Item2 .38943 2 1.42908 10.2 34.2 
Item3 .42921 3 1.36887 9.8 44.0 
Item4 .61773 4 1.18932 8.5 52.5 
ItemS .66280 5 1.09505 7.8 60.3 
B~!!~Q!!!~Y· A Cronbach's alpha reliability statistical 
analysis was per£ormed on the subtests o£ the Creativity 
Survey <N = 249). Reliability coe££icients re£lecting 
internal consistency £or the 5 extracted Factors appear in 
Table V. 
TABLE V 
















Alpha = -.4665 
Alpha = .3866 
Alpha = .5419 
Alpha = -.2931 
Alpha = .6803 
A£ter administration o£ the Creativity Survey, 5 
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Factors were extracted £rom the 14 items. A summary o£ the 
perspectives which comprise the extracted £actors appear in 
Table VI. 
TABLE VI 
Perspectives o£ Creativity Factors 
FACTOR 1 - TEACHABLE 
Item 7 - Creativity can be taught - you can learn to be 
more creative. 
Item 9 - I would like to be more creative - I wish I were 
more creative. 
Item 10 - Parents can help their kids be more creative. 
Item 11 - Tea6hers can help students be more creative. 
FACTOR 2 - LEARNED-
Item 1 - Creativity is a skill - it~s what you learn, you 
learn to be creative. 
Item 2 - Creativity is a process - it~s the way you do 
something or the way you solve a problem, the method. 
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<-> Item 3 - Creativity is inherited - you are either born 
creative o£ you~re not, some are just more creative than 
others. 
FACTOR 3 - COMPETITION 
Item 12 - Competitions can help kids be more creative. I£ 
you were in a creativity competition, would you be more 
creative a£terwards? 
Item 13 - Creativity is taught in school - schools 
encourage students to be creative. 
FACTOR 4 - DESIRABLE 
Item 6 - You can increase your creativity - it is possible 
to become more creative. 
Item 8 - I am creative - Do you consider yoursel£ to be 
creative? 
Item 14 - Kids should·have a creativity class in school. 
FACTOR 5 - ENVIRONMENT 
Item 4 - Creativity is a personality trait - your 
temperment or attitude determine i£ you~re creative o£ not, 
there is a creative type o£ person. 
Item 5 - Creativity is determined by your environment -
you#re a product o£ your environment, who you "hang out 
with'' or what you do determines your creativity. 
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The labels attached to each £actor were determined by 
an aspect common to the items that comprised the £actor. 
The remaining items o£ the creativity survey consisted 
o£ 3 short answer questions and the 5 demographic questions 
described in the section on Characteristics o£ Subjects. 
The short answers questions were broken down into the £our 
categories o£ product, environment, personality and process. 
Examples o£ answers that make up these categories appear in 
Appendix E. 
Procedure 
-In the Spring o£ 1987 r students identi£ied as gi£ted 
and talented, their parents, and teachers were administered 
the survey created £or this study. The three chosen 
districts; Broken Arrow, Jenks, Owasso; are suburban 
communities on the periphery o£ the city o£ Tulsa, in 
northeastern Oklahoma. These three districts were chosen 
because o£ their accessibility and the similar training o£ 
the teachers and coordinators in gi£ted and talented 
education. Each district allowed optional participation in 
OM. The assumption was made that a number o£ students £rom 
each grade level would be OM participants. This assumption 
was later invalidated. All o£ the participants were £rom 
the same metropolitan area and in some way associated with 
the gi£ted and talented program o£ each respective district. 
The coordinator o£ each respective gi£ted and talented 
program was contacted to secure permission to administer 
the Creativity Survey. No individual parental permission 
was obtained on survey students because approval o£ the 
school district was deemed su££icient by the school 
district. 
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A£ter approval o£ the school district~ the gi£ted and 
talented teacher was given the instrument to administer to 
each identi£ied gi£ted and talented student. These students 
were then given the instrument to take to their parents to 
complete and return the next day. Each teacher and 
coordinator o£ the gi£ted and talented was also asked to 
complete the instrument. The surveys were then collected 
by the coordinator o£ each respective gi£ted and talented 
program. It was reported that all o£ the £ourth and £i£th 
grade students identi£ied as gi£ted and talented and their 
teachers~ who were at school when the survey was 
administered~ participated in completing the survey. This 
would signi£y a return rate o£ 100% o£ the students and 
teachers. It was also reported that each o£ these partici-
pants was given a (one) survey to take home, have completed 
and return to their next gi£ted and talented class. The 
return rate o£ parent surveys was 54%. 
Hypotheses 
Based on in£ormation £rom the literature, the £allowing 
hypotheses were £ormulated: 
Hypothesis 1: There is a signi£icant di££erence in the 
de£initions o£ creativity among identi£ied gi£ted and 
talented students, their parents and their teachers who have 
been associated with OM and identi£ied gi£ted and talented 
students, their parents and their teachers who have not 
been associated with OM. 
Hypotheses 2: There is a signi£icant di££erence in the 
de£initions o£ creativity among males and £emales who have 
been associated with OM and males and £emales who have 
not been associated with OM. 
Hypothesis 3: There is a signi£icant di££erence in 
the role competition plays in the de£initions o£ creativity 
among identi£ied gi£ted and talented students, their 
parents and their teachers who have been associated with 
OM and identi£ied gi£ted and talented students, their 
parents ~nd their teachers who have not been associated 
with OM. 
Data Analyses 
The three independent groups surveyed were identi£ied 
gi£ted and talented students <A>, their parents <B>, and 
their teachers <C>. The aspects examined were the 
de£initions o£ creativity o£ each surveyed individual. A 
one way analysis o£ variance method using SPSSX <Nie, 1983> 
was used. Hypothesis 1 and 2 used independent groups 
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t-tests. The minimum requirement £or statistical signi£i-
cance was set at an error rate o£ p~.os per comparison. 
CHAPTER IV 
Results and Discussion 
Introduction 
Presented in this chapter are the results o£ the 
statistical analyses £or the three hypotheses £ormulated in 
this study. The major emphasis o£ this study was to 
determine i£ there were signi£icant di££erences in the 
perceptions o£ creativity o£ identi£ied gi£ted and talented 
students, their parents and their teachers associated with 
OM and identi£ied gi£ted and talented students, their 
parents and their teachers not associated with OM. To teat 
the relationship between those associated with OM and those 
not associated with OM, £actor scores were developed £or 
each group. Due to the size o£ the OM group, all o£ those 
participants associated with OM were combined to £or the 
OM group <n = 25). A control group was randomly selected 
£rom the non-OM group with the same number o£ students, 
teachers and parents as were in the OM group £or a total o£ 
25 members. 
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Test o£ Research Hypotheses 
Hypothesis One states that there is a signi£icant 
di££erence in the de£initions a£ creativity a£ identi£ied 
gi£ted and talented students, their parents and their 
teachers who have been associated with OM and identi£ied 
gi£ted and talented students, their parents and their 
teachers who have not been associated with OM. 
42 
Examination o£ results a£ the independent groups t-
tests is shown in Table VIII. There was no signi£icant 
di££erence in terms a£ de£inition o£ creativity between 
Group 1 <those associated with OM> and Group 2 <those not 
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Hypothesis 2 states there is a significant difference 
in the definitions of creativity in males and females who 
have been associated with OM and males and females .who have 
not been assoicated with OM. Due to the insufficient 
number of males and females associated with OM, a randomly 
selected control group consisting of students, teachers, 
and parents was used to test the hypothesis that gender 
does effect the definitions of creativity. The number of 
participants used for each group was determined by the 
percentage of females <56.6~) and males <42.4%) who part!-
cipated in the survey. The total number of the 2 groups 
was equal to the total number of participants, but not the 
same participants as were tested in Hypothesis 1 <n =50). 
Independent groups t-tests were performed to determine the 
significant diffence due to gender. 
Examination of the results of the independent groups 
t-tests are shown in Table VIII. There was no significant 
difference in terms of definitions of creativity between 
Group 1 (females> and Group 2 <males> on any of the 5 
extracted Factors. Therefore, gender does not appear to 
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Hypothesis 3 atatea there ia a aigni£icant di££erence 
in the role competition playa in the de£initiona o£ 
creativity o£ identi£ied gi£ted and talented atudenta, 
their parents and their teachers who have been associated 
with OM and identi£ied gi£ted and talented atudenta, their 
parents and their teachers who have not been associated 
with OM. Factor 3 o£ the 5 extracted Factors deals with 
the role o£ competition in the de£inition o£ creativity. 
As reported in Hypothesis 1, there was no signi£icant 
di££erence in the de£initions o£ creativity between Group 1 
<those associated with OM> and Group 2 <those not 
associated with OM> on any o£ the 5 extracted Factors, 
including Factor 3 (see Table VIII>. 
Additional Analyses 
Each participant was given the opportunity to espouse 
hia/her own de£inition o£ creativity to Items 15 - 17 which 
required short answers. These answers were broken down 
into 6 categories, the £irst £our being the perspectives o£ 
creativity discussed in Chapter 2. These 6 categories were: 
(1) process, (2) product, (3) environment, (4) personality, 
(5) other, and (6) no response. A summary o£ the 
descriptive data is presented in Table IX. 




Responses to Short Answer Items on De£initions 
o£ Creataivity by Frequency and Percent 
Items Frequency Percent 
Item 15 - Personal De£inition 
1 - process 91 36.5 
2 - product 47 18.9 
3 - environment 3 1.2 
4 - personality 84 33.7 
5 - other 4 1.6 
6 - no response 20 8.0 
TOTAL 249 100.0 
Item 16 - What does the word 
"creativity" bring to mind? 
1 - process 61 24.5 
2 - product 81 32.5 
3 - environment 12 4.8 
4 - personality 69 27.7 
5 - other 6 2.4 
6 - no response 20 8.0 
TOTAL 249 100.0 
Item 17 - How do others £eel 
about creativity? 
1 - process 15 6.0 
2 - product 14 11.6 
3 - environment 67 26.9 
4 - personality 56 22.5 
5 - other 48 19.3 
6 - no response 49 19.7 
TOTAL 249 100.0 
In response to the question asking £or each partici-
pants personal de£inition o£ creativity~ the majority o£ 
the cluster around the process and product de£initions o£ 
creativity. Personality also played an important role in 
about one third o£ the participants~ de£initions. 
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When asked what came to mind when they heard the word 
"creativity"~ the majority again gave responses that £ell 
into the process and product categories~ with about one 
£ourth o£ the responses involving the personality category. 
Finally~ when asked how they thought their peers £elt 
about creativty~ many o£ the respondents had no response or 
had a response other than the categories used as parameters. 
The environment and personality categories had many more 
responses than the process or the product categories. 
CHAPTER V 
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations 
The purpose o£ this chapter is to present a general 
view o£ the study and discussion o£ the £indings. General 
conclusions based upon the ·results o£ the research are 
discussed. 
considered. 
Recommendations £or £uture research are 
Summary 
The purpose o£ this study was to determine whether 
participation in OM (£ormerly Olympics o£ the Mind, hence-
£orth to be known as Odyssey o£ the Mind) has an e££ect on 
the de£inition o£ creativity held by those who participate 
and those who are involved with the participants. The 249 
subjects in this study were selected £rom a population o£ 
identi£ied gi£ted and talented £ourth and £i£th grade 
students, their parents and their teachers. For the pur-
pose o£ evaluation, the three above mentioned groups were 
combined with 25 being associated with OM and 224 not being 
associated with OM. The number o£ subjects utilized in 
the analysis varies due to the insu££icient number o£ sub-
jects associated with OM. 
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Test data consist o£ the Creativity Survey, an 
instrument developed £or this study. Demographic data were 
obtained £rom the participants' responses to additional 
items included on the Creativity Survey. Three hypotheses 
were generated and tested using independent t-tests in 
order to compare the two groups o£ each hypothesis using 
the £ive extracted Factors £rom the £actor analysis. 
The £irst hypothesis states that there is a signi£i-
cant di££erence in the de£initions o£ creativity among 
identi£ied gi£ted and talented students, their parents and 
their teachers who have been associated with OM and identi-
£ied gi£ted and talented students, their parents and their 
teachers who have not been associated with OM. Independent 
t-tests were then per£ormed to determine i£ there was a 
signi£icant di££erence in the de£initions o£ creativity 
between those associate with OM and those not associated 
with OM based on these 5 Factors (see Table VI). 
Examination o£ the results o£ the statistical test 
indicated that association with OM was not statistically 
signi£icant in determining the de£inition o£ creativity by 
group memberships. 
Due to the insu££icient number o£ subjects, a clear 
cut e££ect o£ OM on de£initions o£ creativity is still 
unanswered. Statistically, the strongest £actors extracted 
were Factors 1 and 2, "creativity is teachable" and "creati-
vity is learned." Being a creative problem solving 
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competition, OM views creativity aa teachable. By using 
process models, creativity can be learned. It appears that 
those involved with OM aa well aa those not involved with 
OM prefer the process and product definitions of creativity 
<see Table IX> thus lending support to those definitions o£ 
creativity. 
Hypothesis two states there ia a signi£icant 
di££erence in the definitions o£ creativity in males and 
females who have been associated with OM and males and 
females who have not been associated with OM. Due to the 
insufficient number o£ participants in OM <25>, a control 
group o£ fi£ty males and £emales was randomly selected. 
Independent groups t-teats were per£ormed to determine i£ 
there was a significant difference in definitions of 
creativity due to gender on each o£ the 5-Factora that 
measure creativity. Examination of the results of the 
statistical testa indicated that gender was not statisti-
cally significantly related to one's definition o£ 
creativity. 
Again, there was an insu£ficient number of subjects to 
compare males and £emales associated with OM with males and 
females not associated with OM. Therefore, a randomly 
selected sample o£ males and females, equivalent to the 
size o£ the sample used in testing hypothesis 1, was used 
in testing hypothesis 2. The percentage of females and 
males that participated in the survey was used in 
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determining the number in each group. No distinction was 
made between students, teachers and parents because o£ the 
insu££icient number o£ participants in OM and the desire to 
per£orm independent groups t-tests on the same number o£ 
participants. 
Creativity was generally perceived as desirable among 
those who considered themselves creative and most o£ the 
individuals surveyed did consider themselves creative. It 
appears that gender may have little e££ect on de£initions 
o£ creativity o£ creative individuals. Creativity was 
described, in survey responses, as unique, out o£ the 
ordinary, unusual. These adjectives do not £it into the 
realm o£ con£ormity and stereotypes which dominate sex-
role perceptions. The majority o£ the participants o£ this 
study were gi£ted and talented students whose educational 
situations have been designed to produce competent and 
productive adults o£ both sexes. Not all o£ the students 
were identi£ied as creative, there£ore, gender may not be an 
appropriate variable to examine when attempting to secure 
de£initions o£ creativity £rom creative individuals 
Hypothesis three states that there is a signi£icant 
di££erence in the role competition plays in the de£initions 
o£ creativity o£ identi£ied gi£ted and talented students, 
their parents and their teachers who have been associated 
with OM and identi£ied gi£ted and talented students, their 
parents and their teachers who have not been associated 
with OM. Factor 3 o£ the extracted 5-Factors dealt with 
the role o£ competition in de£ining creativity. Based on 
the results o£ the statistical analysis per£ormed on the 
data, hypothesis three was rejected. 
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The £ailure o£ the £actor analysis to separate the 
de£initions o£ creativity into £actors equivalent to the 
traditional categories o£ process, product, personality, 
and environment may be due to the inconsistency o£ the 
respondents to the Likert-type items. These £our perspec-
tives o£ creativity did appear in the short answer items, 
leading this author to believe that the structure o£ the 
5-point strongly agree to strongly disagree continuum 
used may not be appropriate when attempting to obtain 
de£initions o£ creativity. 
There were a £ew questions regarding the placement o£ 
competition and creativity in the same arena by some o£ the 
survey participants. Since it appears that conventional 
education emphasizes and promotes competition, it may be 
that."we", the products o£ this educational system, £eel 
quite com£ortable placing creativity in the all too 
£amiliar structure o£ competition. 
"Hurry up","practice", "compete" are emphasized in 
our cultural traditions. Emphasis is placed on learning 
something £ast with the consequence o£ten being that o£ 
£orgetting it just as £ast. Memorize, "regurgitate" and 
go on, has been the tradi tiona! method taught to s·tudents 
in conventional education. These are o£ten the criteria 
used to determine the intellectually gi£ted student. 
Traditionally, the intellectual aspects o£ gi£ted kids' 
development has received overwhelming emphasis, to the 
detriment o£ their emotional <Freeman, 1985) and creative 
needs. 
Instead o£ emphasizing the learning o£ the process 
used in memorization ao that it can be applied to any set 
o£ data, we simply memorize apeci£ied subject matter and 
either paaa or £ail the teat o£ that subject matter. The 
£undamentala o£ creativity such aa risk-taking, breaking 
with tradition, looking £or the second right answer, or 
enthusiasm and having £un have been ignored and o£ten 
times have resulted in behaviors that have been punished 
or unacceptable. The very essence o£ creativity ia not 
£ound in black or white, yea or no, can or cannot, win or 
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lose. It ia £ound in £lexibility, possibilities, options, 
alternatives, the unstructured £reedom to explore. 
There£ore, it could be argued that competition ia not 
necessarily bene£icial to creativity. Creativity ia 
believed to be the ability to see a situation in many ways 
and to continue to question until aatia£action is reached. 
By placing creativity in the competitive arena, the aatia-
£action that ia reached may not be that o£ the individual 
who ia creating but rather a panel o£ judges who may or 
may not perceive the individual's process or solution 
as creative. 
OM, a creative problem solving competition, may not 
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be beneficial to creativity. Those who are successful in 
OM are those who learn how to play the game. An example o£ 
this can be seen in the spontaneous problem solving compe-
titian. Students are coached and taught the .. tricks .. to 
brainstorming. By practicing the brainstorming techniques, 
they become more fluent in responses and are able to gen-
erate more responses, thus scoring more points. Creative 
responses are encouraged and given more points, but a lot 
o£ emphasis is placed on the speed and the quantity o£ 
o£ responses. Are the truly creative kids the winners, 
the ones who learn how to play and win the game, or are 
they the losers, the ones whose satisfaction is internal 
and not conducive to being 11 judged 11 as successful by 
others. 
This same type o£ "judging .. is used to determine who 
is identified as gifted and talented. The identification 
is based on a test score £rom an IC test administered to 
the student. A standardized test with pre-determined 
correct answers with no allowance £or alternative or 
creative answers. Therefore it is believed that by using 
identified gifted and talented students, the other creative 
kids may have been eliminated from participation in this 
study. This could be a possible explanation £or the lack 
o£ variance in the de£initions o£ creativity. 
Conclusions 
This study has attempted to provide in£ormation 
regarding individual perceptions o£ creativity. The 
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£allowing question was examined: Does association with OM 
e££ect an individual's de£inition o£ creativity? The 
results o£ the research indicated that there was no 
signi£icant di££erence in the de£initions o£ creativity due 
to association with OM, gender, or the role o£ competition. 
A possible explanation £or the results o£ this study 
may be due to the small number o£ items used to measure 
each £actor and the small number o£ participants associated 
with OM. In the development stage o£ an instrument, the 
results are tenative to say the least. At this stage o£ 
research, it is too early to conclude whether or not the 
groups are or are not signi£icantly di££erent in their 
perceptions o£ creativity. Many £actors are involved in 
determining an individual's or group's de£inition o£ 
creativity and more research is needed. 
Recommendations 
There is a need £or research data in the area o£ 
de£ining creativity. Research is sparse, topical, 
inconclusive and contradictory. 
£urther research are: 
Recommendations £or 
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1. More items are necessary on the Creativity Survey 
to measure the perspectives o£ creativity. In order to 
improve the reliability o£ the survey, it may be necessary 
to use ten or twelve items per perspective o£ creativity. 
2. More subjects associated with OM are necessary to 
determine i£ this associations e££ects their de£initions o£ 
creativity. By increasing the number o£ subjects, it 
would be possible to separate the groups o£ students, 
parents and teachers in order to better compare the 
e££ects o£ OM on their groups' de£initions o£ creativity. 
3. The use o£ junior high and high school aged 
subjects could provide needed research data in determining 
perceptions o£ creativity. The social peer pressures to 
con£orm are much stronger at these age levels that at the 
elementary levels, there£ore di££erences due to gender may 
be more apparent. 
4. The use o£ a separate survey £or each group 
surveyed may assist in obtaining in£ormation unique to 
each individual group. The language o£ the survey could 
be speci£ically targeted to obtain in£ormation or percep-
tions unique to that group. 
5. The use o£ more short answer items is highly 
recommended in order to learn more about the de£initions 
o£ creativity o£ each individual participant. Also, the 
use o£ less structured short answer items may provide 
the opportunity £or more creative responses. 
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APPENDIX A 
Taken £rom I. Taylor~s (1972) article "A Theory o£ 
Creative Transactualiation" in g~§~~!Y§ §gy~~~!Qn 
[gyng~~!Qn, paper #8. 
<1> Vitalism - creativity is a theistic or mystical 
source 
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(2) Nativism - the belie£ that the origins are rooted 
in genetics 
(3) Empiricism - creativity is essentially learned 
<4> Emergentism - creativity emerges as a synthesis 
o£ hereditary and environmental £orces 
<5> Cognition - creativity results £rom thought 
process 
(6) Serendipity - creative discoveries are accidental 
although the person may be prepared £or a sudden 
insight 
<7> Romanticism - creativy originates through unanalyz-
able inspirations and that examining the illusory 
roots o£ creativity will destroy it 
(8) Physiology - creativity is rooted in the biology 
o£ the human organism 
(9) Culture - determination o£ creativity by the 
historic Zeitgeist 
<10) Interpersonal relations - creativity resulting 
£rom or being triggered by group interaction as 
in brainstorming or synetics 
<11> Personality - sources o£ creativity are understand-






Response Patterns o£ the Creativity Survey 
-----------------------------------------------------------
Item Stongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 
-----------------------------------------------------------
1 8.8%(22> 34.9%(87) 17.3"(43) 28.1%(70) 10.8"(27> 
2 17.7%(44) 47%(117) 22.9%(57) 9.6%(24) 2.8"(7) 
3 18.6%(46) 25.1%(62) 26.3%(65) 17.8%(44) 12.1%(30) 
4 10.1%(25) 30.4%(75) 25.5%(63) 22.7%(56) 11.3%(28) 
5 7.3%(18) 27.4%(68) 23%(57) 28.6% <71> 13.7%(34) 
6 41.4%(103) 43.5%(107) 10.2%(25) 3.3%(8) 1.2%(3) 
7 22%(54) 44.3%(109) 18.7%(46) 10.6%(26) 4. 5% ( 11> 
8 34.4%(85) 49.8%(123) 13.4%(33) 2%(5) .4%(1) 
9 33.1%(82) 33.5%(83) 23.8%(59) 9.7%(15) 3.6%(9) 
10 28.3%(70) 44.9%(111) 17%(42) 7.7%(19) 2%(5) 
11 33.9%(84) 41.9%<104) 16.1%(40) 5.2%(13) 2.8%(7) 
12 12.5%(31) 27%(67) 30.6%(76) 20.2%(50) 9.7%(24) 
13 16.6%(41> 34.4%(85) 23.5%(58) 21.1%(52) 4.5%(11) 
14 41.8%(104) 24.9%(62) 22.9%(57) 7.6%(19) 2.8%(7) 
----------------------------------------------------------
APPENDIX C 
Design Flow Chart 
I POPULATION! 
//~ 
JENKS, OWASSO, BROKEN ARROW 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
IDENTIFIED 4TH AND 5TH GRADE 











Criteria £or Identi£ying 
Gi£ted and Talented Students 
OWASSO 
Students that score at the 97th percentile or above on the 
Otis-Lennon Mental Abilities Test are admitted to the gi£ted 
and talented program. 
BROKEN ARROW 
Students who score at the 97th percentile or above on the 
composite score o£ the SRA Achievement Tests or the 95th 
percentile or above on the Otis-Lennon School Ability Test 
are admitted to the gi£ted and talented program. 
JENKS 
All students scoring at or above the 97th percentile on a 
nationally normed intelligence test will be deemed quali£ied 
and placed in the gi£ted program. These tests include the 
WAIS, the WISC-R, the Otis-Lennon School Abilities Test and 
the Otis-Lennon Mental Abilities Test 
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APPENDIX E 
Responses to Short Answer Items 
Item 15 - What is your de£inition o£ creativity? 
"A process in which a person does something unusual 
and cleverr something new." 
"The ability to create or produce unique ways o£ expressing 
onesel£." 
"Finding new and better ways £or doing things." 
"The ability to solve problems or produce objects or ideas 
which are unique and e££ective £or the intended purpose." 
"Taking a problem and coming up with an original solution." 
"The ability to originate or produce something new £rom 
already learned skills." 
"Being allowed to invent things." 
"Di££erentr not the same." 
"Being able to create and not £ollow the beaten path." 
"It#s the way you are. 
not." 
Either you#re creative or you#re 
"Someone who inventsr imaginesr decorates with their own 
ideas." 
"The sense to be original inside someone, it can be brought 
out or kept inside." 
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APPENDIX E <Continued) 
Item 16 - What comes to mind when you hear the word 
"creativity"? 
"Plans o£ actions to work out di££erent solutions." 
"Trying new things." 
"The process o£ producing the unique or unusual." 
"The ability to produce truly unique ideas." 
"Words, writing and stories." 
"Solutions to problems when there are no conventional 
answers." 
"Home." 
"My lab class." 
"'Places like the Omniplex."' 
11Being out o£ the ordinary." 
"'My really outrageous lab teacher." 
"Someone who can express beauty-thoughts-£eelings through 
whatever medium they choose." 
Item 17 - How do your peers £eel about creativity? How do 
the people you "hang out with" £eel about creativity? 
"The way you do things or style." 
"We think o£ new ways to do stu££." 
"Time whould be allowed to dabble in creative processes." 
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APPENDIX E <Continued> 
"My £riends are involved in decorating and writing novels." 
"A necessary ingredient £or success in any £ield." 
"They don't think it's all that 'big o£ deal', unless it 
solves a problem or answers an interesting question." 
"A prize to be cherished, nurtured and enjoyed." 
"Most o£ the 'cool people' think creativity is stupid, my 
£riends think love it." 
"My £riends and parents encourage it." 
"We £eel it is something special in a person." 
"I wish I had it." 
"My peers think o£ creativity as being a trait o£ 




INSTRUCTIONS: Please place a circle around the 
abbreviation beside the statement or question that best 
represents your impression o£ the statement or question. 
sa - strongly agree 
a - agree 
n - neutral 
d - disagree 
sd - strongly disgree 
1. Creativity is a skill -
it's what you learn, you learn to 
be creative. sa a n d sd 
2. Creativity is a process -
it"s the way you do something or 
the way you solve a problem, the 
method. sa a n d sd 
3. Creativity is inherited -
you are either born creative or 
you're not, some are just more 
creative than others. sa a n d ad 
4. Creativity is a personality trait -
your temperment or attitude deter-
mine i£ you're creative or not, 
there is a creative type o£ person. sa a n d ad 
5. Creativity is determined by your 
environment -
you're a product o£ your environment, 
who you hang out with or what you do 
determines your creativity. sa a n d sd 
6. You can increase your creativity -
it is possible to become more 
creative. sa a n d sd 
7. Creativity can be taught-
you can learn to be more creative. sa a n d ad 
8. I am creative -
Do you consider yoursel£ to be 
creative? sa a n d sd 
9. I would like to be more creative -
I wish I were more creative. sa a n d sd 
APPENDIX F <Continued) 
10. Parents can help their kids be 
more creative. sa a n d sd 
11. Teachers can help students be more 
creative. sa a n d sd 
12. Competitions can help kids be more 
creative. I£ you were in a creati-
vity competition, you would be more 
creative a£terwards. sa a n d sd 
13. Creativity is taught in schools -
schools encourage students to be 
creative. sa a n d sd 
14. Kids should have a creativity 
class in school. sa a n d sd 
15. What is your de£inition o£ creativity? 
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16. What come to mind when you hear the word "creativity"? 
17. How do your peers £eel about creativity? How do the 
people you "hang out with" £eel about creativity? 
18. I am: £emale male 
19. I am: a gi£ted and talented student 
a teacher o£ gi£ted and talented student 
a parent o£ a gi£ted and talented student 
20. Have you ever been involved with OM? ___ yes 
21. 





Are you currently involved with OM? 





22. My educational level is: 
£ourth grade 
£i£th grade 
non high school graduate 
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